
To: Shell, Karrie-Jo[Sheii.Karrie-Jolepa.gov] 
Cc: mbstiefel@ .gov(mbstiefel@ .gov] 
From: Robert Alexander 
Sent: Tue 4/3/2018 1:36:17 PM 
Subject: RE: Steam Electric Power Generation 
MAIL_ RECEIVED: Tue 4/3/2018 1:36:45 PM 

She \\Orks in pn:treatment and doesn't km)\\ you. Sorn. 

TN - ·- . 
-

Bob Alexander 

NPDES Permit Writer 

D1v1S10n of Water Resources 

312 Rosa L. Parks Ave. 

Nashville. TN 37243 

p. 615-532-0659 

Robert.alexander@tn.gov 

We value your feedback! Please complete our customer satisfaction survey. 

From : Shell, Karrie-Jo [mailto:Sheii.Karrie-Jo@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 3, 2018 7:24AM 
To: Robert Alexander 
Subject : FW: Steam Electric Power Generation 

... This is an EXTERNAL email. Please exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links 
from unknown senders or unexpected email- STS-Security. ••• 

Who is Lauren Rognstand, and why didn' t she reach out to me instead of David Phi ll ips, who 
does pre-treatment? 



Ka·rrie-Jo Robinson-Shell , P.E. 

Environmental Engineer 

US EPA Region 4 

Water Protection Division 

61 Forsyth Street 

Atlanta, GA 30303 

(404) 562-9308 

From: Wilson, Scott 
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2018 l :52 PM 
To: Jordan, Ronald <Jordan. Ronald(@,epa.gov>; Shell, Karrie-Jo <Shell.Karrie-Jo0),epa.gov>; 
Ramach, Sean <Ramach.Sean!'@epa.gov>; Pickrel , Jan <Pickrel.Jan@epa.gov> 
Cc: Laurel.rognstad(a),tn.gov 
Subject: RE: Steam Electric Power Generation 

Laurel: 

Your question was passed on to me for my thoughts on this issue and I had a couple of quick 
questions. 

The email below says that the effluent concentration for copper and nickel were much 
greater than in the intake water. Do you have data for the effluent concentrations that you could 
provide? 

Also, did they provide information on the specific cooling tower maintenance chemicals that 
were used? 



Thanks in advance for any information you can provide. 

Scott Wilson 

Energy Permitting Coordinator 

Industrial Permits Branch 

USEPA Office of Wastewater Management 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 

Washington, DC 20460 

202-564-6087 

Mail Code: 4203m 

From : Phillips. David 
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2018 4:30 PM 
To: Laurel Rognstad <Laurel.rognstad(@tn.gov> 
Cc: Jordan, Rona ld <Jordan.Ronald@.cpa.gov> 
Subject: FW: Steam Electric Power Generation 

Laure l, 

Unfortunately, it might be some time before I can focus on this inquiry. It might be more 
expeditious for you to consult our ELG expert on Part 423 for some input on Memphis' two 
questions (Ron Jordan- jordan.ronald@cpa.gov or 202-566-1 003), whom I've copied. 

U S EPA Reg1on 4- Water Protection 

Mun1c1pal & lndustnal Enforcement 

404-562-9773 (Tel) 404-562-9729 (Fax) 



• Senter Envtronmental Engtneer 

• Regtonal Coordmator lndustnal Pretreatment Program 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

ThiS message is intended exclusively for the individual(s) or entity(1es) to which it is addressed. This communicatiOn may contain information that 1s 
proprietary. privileged. or confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not the named addressee. you are not authorized to read. 
pnnt. retain. copy. or d isseminate this message or any part of it. If you have received this message in error. please notify the sender immediately by 
email and delete a ll copies of the message. 

From: Balentine, Joshua [mailto:Joshua.Balcntinc@.memphistn.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 28,2018 4:17PM 
To: Phillips, David <Phillips.David((i)epa.gov> 
Cc: Laurci.Ro!!nstad@tn.gov; King, Tasha <Tasha.King@memphistn.gov> 
Subject: Steam Electric Power Generation 

David, 

I have a new Steam Electric Power Generation plant that I recently permitted. The federal 
regs at 40 CFR 423.17(d)(1) states that the pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown 
shall have no detectable amount for the 126 priority pollutants contained in chemical added for 
cooling tower maintenance (excluding Chromium and Zinc). The regs go on further to allow at 
the permitting authority ' s discretion, instead of the monitoring in 40 CFR 122. 11 (b), compliance 
with the standards for the 126 priority pollutants in paragraph (a)(4)(i) of this section may 

be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that the regulated pollutants are 
not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136. 

originally wanted to submit the Engineering Cales that demonstrate the priority pollutants 
are not detectable at the final effluent. We verbally agreed that would collect one set of 
samples to confirm that the priority pollutants were not and then we would approve the 
engineering calcs in lieu of sampling going forward. s samples showed detectable values 
for copper (0.00228 mg/L) and nickel (0.00287 mg/L). 

is stating that the source of copper and nicke l is not from the cooling tower chemicals, but 
from the source water. They have sampling data that does confirm this. Albeit. the 
concentrations in the source water are much lower than the values detected in the effluent. 
claims that this is due to the evaporation of water and metals concentrating. The purpose of 



blowing down cooling water is due to minerals concentrating to the point that they are too high. 
and makeup water is added to the basin. 

There are multiple options/questions I have for you to help assist me in: 

I. Since believes that the source of the pollutants is the source water and not the cooling 
tower chemicals themselves, requests that the engineering calcs in lieu of monitoring 
state the following: 

.. -,... . ( ' ' - ' :-;.• "At the discretion of instead ofthe monitoring. compliance with the 
standards for the 126 priority pollutants may be determined by engineering calculations which 
demonstrate that the regulated pollutants r 1.!6 priorit_1 JWIIIIIant.\ conwined in chemical.\ added 
.fin· cooling 10\rer llwinteJwnc:e) are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical 
methods in 40 CFR part 136 . . , 

Please note that the red text is different than what the federal regs state at 30 CFR 423.17(b)(ii). 
assert that this is more consistent with the development documents and the final rule 

pub li cation in the federal register as shown below: 

47 FR 52290 Excerpt No. 1 47 FR 52290 Excerpt No. 2 
TtL'Cics.- The discharge of one hundre Commenters objected to the propoE 

twenty-four toxic pollutants is zero discharge requirement for 
prof1!bited In d~tectab1e amounts from tnatntenance chemicals, raising 
coobng tower discharges if the concerns about the regulation of 
pol!utants come ~m coollng t~wer maintenance chemicals instead of 
mamtenance chewcals .. The d•~hargea priority pollutants and the means of may demonstrate comphance w1th s uet . . 
limitaaons to the pennitting authority measurmg complianca wtth a zero 
by either routinely sampling and dtsch~rge li~lt. ln respons~ we.~ave 
analyzing for the pollutants in the substituteq no detectable for zero 
discharge. or providing mass balance discharge•• and made clear that the li1 
calculations to demonstrate that use of applies to priority pollutants from 
particular maintenance chemicals wiJJ maintenance chemicals, and not the 
not result in detectable amounts of the chemicals themselves. EPA presently 
toxic pollutants in the discharge. In considers the nominal detection limit 
addition. EPA is prom~lgatinga daily most of the toxics to be 10 JJ.g/J (i.e., 1 
maxl~urn BAT l.imltauon and NSPS fo1 parts per billion). See, Sampling and 
cbromtUm .and zmc based upon Analysis Procedures for Screening of 
concentra.hons of 0.2 rngll and 1 .0 mg/l. 1 d l · 1 £'"1 t t. p · ., • 1 n us no 11 • uen s 1or non y 
respective Y· Pollulants: EPA, 19?7. 

47 FR 52290 Excerpt No.3 



Another concern expressed by amounts of certain of the toxic 
commenters was that EPA did not pollutants. These may leach for a p£ 
account for those prohibited toxic: of time from contact with the coolin. 
are present in new construction water. The Agency recognizes such 
materials for cooling towers. For situations. Thus, the prohibition in t 
example, wooden supporting struc final rule, as in the proposed rule. is 
or other construction materials in applicable only to pollutants that ar 
or rebuilt cooling towers may coni present in cooling tower blowdown 
preservatives which contain trace result of cooling tower maintenance 

chemicals. 

2. Another a roach could be that as long as the detectable amount is less than 0.01 mg!L 
(1 OJ.ig/L), could be considered compliant with the regulations, since the final rule ( 4 7 

FR 52290) states that the minimum detection level required for analysis is 0.0 I mg!L 
(lOJ.lg/L). 

Commenters objeCted to the proposed 
zero discharge requirement for 
maintenance chemicals, raising 
concerns a bout the regulation of 
maintenance chemicals instead of 
priority pollutants and the means of 
measuring compliance with a zero 
discharge limit. In response, wn have 
substituted "no detectable" for "zero 
discharge"· and made clear that the limit 
applies to priority pollutants from 
rna intenance chemicals, and not the 
chemicals themselves. EPA presently 
considers the nominal detection limit for 
most of the toxics to be 10 SJ,g/1 (i.e., 10 
parts per billion). See, Sampling and 
Analysis Procedures for Screening of 
Industrial Effluents for Priority 
Pollutants; EPA, 1977. · 

3. Another approach could be a Net/Gross variance based on the concentrations of nickel and 



copper in the source water. This is a valid approach (in my opinion) since our local limits for those two parameters are substantially higher than the current limit of no detectable amount. 

4. The final approach is to leave the permit like it is, and make 
amount limits fo r all priority pollutants. 

meet the no detectable 

really nee~s EPA to weigh in on this, so will accept the decision that is made. Ultimately, I think the federal regs and the federal register publication are confusing with respect to No. I. 1 think that the federal register vaguely supports TV As argument that the limit applies to the final discharge but only form pollutants added from cooling tower maintenance chemicals. However I can't get past the fact that the PSNS specifically states that the pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown shall have no detectable amount for the 126 priority pollutants. I am not comfortable agreeing to the modification requested in N0.1 without or EPAs approval. However. if you are in agreement with No. 2, this would be just as easy of an option for all parties. 

I know this is an information overload, so please give me a call if you have any questions, or are extremely confused by all of this. Thanks. 

Joshua Balentine 

Industrial Monitoring Manager 

City of Memphis 

901 .636.4352 901 .410.6448 

341 Stiles Drive Memphis, TN 38127 

Joshua. Balentine@memphistn. gov 




